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The Commission proposes to subject operator service rates of
price cap LECs to banding constraints "to ensure that price cap
companies do not have unlimited ability to change prices for
these services in relation to other traffic sensitive or
interexchange rates."3 United opposes the Commission's proposal
because there is insufficient evidence to suggest that such price
constraints are necessary.

In the LEC Price Cap Reconsideration Order, the Commission
established the factors to be reviewed in determining the need
for service categories:

We must determine the amount of pricing flexibility in

light of the regulatory history of the service, its

pricing history, the identity of the ratepayers, the

ability of ratepayers to obtain alternatives, as well as

other market conditions.4
In the Notice, the Commission does not establish or even suggest
that it reviewed any of these factors. In fact, the Commission
offers no evidence that the price cap LECs are likely to abuse
the price cap ratemaking process regarding operator services and,
thus, make the creation of a new service category necessary.
This is because no such evidence exists. While operator services

are relatively new services, LEC pricing behavior to date does

not indicate that LECs are abusing or will abuse the pricing

3. Notice at par. 1.

4. i tes
Dominant Carriers, CC Docket No. 87-313, Order on

Reconsideration, 6 FCC Rcd 2637 (1991) at par. 157.
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caps.’ Absent a demonstration that pricing constraints are
necessary to prevent unreasonable prices for operator services,
the additional administrative burdens created by establishing
still another service category cannot be justified.

There is no justification for the creation of a new service
category for operator services, and United urges the Commission
to refrain from adopting the proposal contained in the Notice.
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7. When the LEC Price Cap Order was adopted there were four
baskets and the Traffic Sensitive Basket had three service
categories and the Special Access Basket had four.

- -



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Melinda L. Mills, hereby certify that I have on this 6th day of July, 1993, sent via
U.S. First Class Mail, postage prepaid, or Hand Delivery, a copy of the foregoing "Comments
of the United and Central Telephone Companies" in the Matter of Treatment of Operator
Services Under Price Cap Regulation, CC Docket No. 93-124, filed this date with the Acting
Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, to the persons listed below.

ITS

1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 246

Washington, D.C. 20554

Melinda L. Mills :



